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STATINTL
IP Doard Mceting
i
Monday, 27 July 1970 :
10 a.m,, PF. —ak £
AGENDA
STATINTL
’/l . Feedback on technical briefing on GIM _— discussionj,
/2, Turther discussion of OCS Survey of Terminal Users STATINTL

I STATINTL
./3 . Preliminary report on Viatro- STATINTL
4. Costing of ADP services, _memo attached -~ j

discussion). : :
¥
L

=5. Contingency plan for emergency backup., (Each member to

scribe existing arrangements for ADP centers in their Directorate.;

w

.
6. If time, further discussion of problems requiring Board action, .

7. Other business,
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Sclection of ADP Applications, Tasks and Johs ~ o
. T BT AT T B ETNE
Cppy BE SEXVED 5,‘«’4,«@/5—

THE COSTOMEL., fE500 TS

3

S Cont/ Lons BEFIE

& O Pur S e,oawﬂgfg’z% o

1. Obiective: To improve the sclection of tasks), jobs and uses B S

'qp <o which Agency ADP is applied; to ensure the application of cost-conscious
12;6' Judement in the screening, selection and approval of requests for ADP
ﬂﬁjéﬂ scervices, The study switl consider*the following alternative methods of

i}f51 achieving this objective:

e e — ot a, '"Centralized'" budgeting for ADP services by the
/Sf:;i’;,: Ze - ADP centers (OCS, CRS, NPIC, ORD, RID), and production
SR LENT AHAENES, of 211 user service requests within tolal resource limits.
%W This is the current practice and it forces ADP centers to
Jequiees 1P decermine what resources and priority they will assign to
-f:gﬁi’/ﬁ"ﬂzfz_;; the various jobs requested.

Sev SUKEACED .

) oD 0F CHRENG b. Same as a, above, except users are informed of
.W/ g A nast service costs by means of quarterly reports like the
.é’wu,;écs Y < v P

S ey EET

v

gmeco 00 OCS Resource Distribution Report and provided cost OFS_S#¥5 THE Y AT

estimates for requested new jobs.

¢, "Centralized" budgeting for ADP services by ADP

entars with services accounted against an allowance or
g’ WA - rodit established for each user organization but no »
cok ﬁﬁ/’ lggg‘vgr_trcy'_‘_sfer of funds. This involves the user in a degree of wsgw mF= 72 ConTiEc
:%”U‘;Ezgﬁ?%m “decentralized' planning, budgeting and management of
j;,y/:ff/ﬂ;g BP’M{ADP resources to determine his allowance, and it requires
€ /’*"4,,45‘ jop estimates and cost accounting like the OCS Resource
Distribution Report,

C:

@]

d. Division of budgeting into "decentralized' budgeting
fcr ADP services and applications by users, and "'centralized"
budgeting by ADP centers for cadre and overhead activities
such as systems engineering, training and administrative
activities. ADP centers_ would charge users for all services, 727
anc funds would be transferred to pay for services. KA

rd

(4

c. Completely ""decentralized' budgeting by users for all
AP services and activity including overhead and cadre functions. /\76307
Tzzrs would be charged for all ADP services including an over-
hiced fraction and funds or credits would be transferred from
usars to centers.
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f. Roview and sclection of ADP jobs by classcs of joh.
Jobs would be grouped into several classes according to cost
aund priority, i.e., over $100k, $50k to $100k, $5k to $50Kk,
under $5k and priority 1, 2, 3, 4 or deferred. Review could
be performed by the IP Board, IP Staff or a special review w0 cos7,
board, with C/PPB, user, and ADP center representation., 4%&+ /ﬂJ""‘?

-

Hivn cost or high priority jobs would receive more careful

~
J

review than low cost or low priority jobs. Management PBS7T S ABLTRNT

attention and ADP resources would be focused on the more g€ #27 LS
imvortant jobs and work would be approved according to its it IEST
ralue and urgency. Job selection would be on the merits of ygeen7e THLE
he individual é_ppiication and in comparison with other Srpek,

requests competing for ADP services.

<

ot

These alternatives are a progression from minor
changes of limited effectiveness to more thorough measures

of greater effectiveness. Alternative f. could be used in
combination with a, b, ¢, d or e,

. A rneans of estimating and costing ADP services is essential

to tne development of cost-conscious job selection. Fortunately each

of the ADP centers, except ORD, currently has a means of costing

ADP work, somewhat similar to the CCS Resource Distribution

Neport. Each of the centers is also capable of estimating approximately
how much a new job will cost. All of the alternatives except a. invoive

‘ cost reports and estimates.

]

A second requirement is some procedure which induces or
cessitates a serious consideration of cost and benefit in order to
ooiain approval of ADP jobs. When ADP services appear to the
vzer to be a "free good' for which he does not have to pay nor

bucget, then there is no direct inducement for him to give serious

consideration to their cost. o jr— BT ;
FTHES 2 #PF T Lgrie” Ja
Saraiiol SHYS FPEY :

. ¢ .
Presently the ADP centers are responsible for producing all
~cested ADP jobs, within resource limitations. The requesting
uzer ie the sole judge of the value, urgency or need for the job. In

ractice a varying degree of cost-conscious judgment is applied by /df
both user and ADP center. Some users carefully evaluate their own *

G SRCST T

L

o

)

v
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e
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¥
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4

recuaests and reject those of low utility., ADP centers cxercise some v Ve ,J :

, : . . . o — 1~
degree of coatrol by persuading users to withdraw doubtful requests.» @06’5/4&””4
Gr Ly deic s of questionable jobs., However, the result is not a Z‘ e 2Tt
consistently cost-conscious nor objective sclection of ADP work. ﬁﬁa,‘!
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lternative, b. is a minor change {rom present practice and

only of minor hun,flt by itself. It informs users of the cost of past

and futdre ADD services but does nothlnff to induce them to apnly '
cost/bonelit analy81s or to become more cost-conscious in requesting
ADEP services. ADP service still appears to the user as a "free good”
which is funded by someone e¢lse and whose cost is not his responsibility.
Maolking users aware of costs is an important and essential first step,

but its erfectiveness is limited unless a means is also provided to raake
them responsible for costs.

Alternative b. is easy to apply and would probably be readily
ed by ADP users and centers. It is partially being done now.
| be considered as a very limited and minimum measurc to adont.

acce p

»——Jr

-+, "_Alt rnative ¢, adds an inducement to user organizations to
. , the cost of thevr ADP applications. It asgigns the cost of
ADP services aganﬂs an allowance or credit estab11 shed for ea_c":;

}10{1}; ,ny'trans‘é'f of fumﬁ ADP centers still d
RECER RIS o

“oenrtralized' budgeting but budgets must also be coordinated w1th %’
Lscrs in order to establish each user's allowance. The user is

“hoveby involved in a degree of "decentralized' planning, budgeting

~2& management of the ADP resources which he uses. No project

v d be terminated simply becausec it exceeded a user's allowance :

sl vhere would be a greater awareness and attention to the end uses

o A DP and their costs. Owverruns of user allowances would be
entified for management review.

ar

The purpose of this alternative is to increase the coordination,
zccouniability, user involvement and cost-conscious attention to ADP
icziions and resources. This in turn requires a certain amount of
aliiinistrative effort or '"red tape'' and imposes a modest constiraint

wers. It is thc most moderate measure wnich coulc] be expe cted

5. Alternative d. makes users fully responblble for "decentrali
cting and payment for their ADP sorvices. ADP centers would
vet only for cadre and overhead activities such as basic computer
sysiem design and engineering, training and administration. Centers

would cnarge for all user services and woul. be dependent upon users
for ‘inancial support and operating funds. User ADP budgets would
nave to be coordinated with centers in order for the centers to plea for
the reguired capabilities.,
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This alternative shifts control of much of the ADP budyget
and funds from centers to uscrs and invoives more complicated
administration, There is also the risk that users would be termpted
to seb up their own small ADP shops rather than tasic centers for
their requirements. Alternative d. may be too complicated and
drastic to be practical or acceptable.

6. Alternative e, involves completely ""decentralized! budgeting
and conrrol of ADP fuads by users. ADP centers would have difficulty
in pianning and budgeting for the development of needed capabilities.
The desired objective can be accomplished by the other less drastic
and more practical measures

7. Alternative {. aims at cost-conscious job selection via
“2laation of individual jobs by an independent review, rather than

¢

ok
[y /

-

the budgeting mechanism and the user alone. This alternative

@]
¢
L

uld be used in combination with the budgeting alternatives z. through e.
arc:cularly a, b and c.

OO

Alternative f, would classify jobs according to the degree of
management attention which their importance, cost and priority warrant.
Thus jobs costing over $100 thousand and of high priority would receive
more careful evaluation than those under five thousand dollars in cost,
Work 1~-qu ests for new and existing jobs could be reviewed, approved
and assigned priorities by the IP Board, the IP Staff, a special review
board or a combination of these,

This approach reguires that each job be considered individually
o tne basis of its own value and cost., This would increase awareness
of tne ¢ad uses being made of ADP. The fact that ADP work requests are
sl indeoendently reviewed woulé cause users to evaluate and screen

ul applications and that others which would not he justiffecl are
requested. This positive inducement to user evaluation is

: ro?:;ae'i_v the major benefit of this aporoach. Rejection of unwarranted

ons by the review group is a second benefit., The priority

nxing of jobs would help apply ADP resources to work of the greatest

ent value and importance. ADP centers would be relieved of the

Ity of deciding which jobs come {first,
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Significant improvement in cost-conscious selection of ADP
jobs seems to require some form of independent and objective review
of (he jobs themselves. Procedures to do this need not be highly
complicated., The quantity of new jobs for review would be several
dosen per year. Review of existing jobs would be a one-time task
involving several hundred jobs and could be spread over a period of

UL
cinmie,

8., Alternative a. involves no new impact on the PPB Systern,
Alternative b, involves o inherent impact. However, the information
contained in the OCS Resource Distribution R Report and similar reports
s very useful to the IP&E Team in analyzing resource utilization and

o e

in program and budget review.

Alternative ¢. involves the establishment of an allowance or
credit for each user of ADP., This appears in the budget of the ADP
conters, not the user's budger. It would be coordinated hetween cach
center and its customers. PPB review of these ADP programs aad

lrets should include some examination of the user requirement and
this couid be done by the IP&E Team, informally or formally with the
user and within the existing PPB cycle.

Alternative d. transiers the major part of ADP costs into the
us2ris budget, with overhead and cadre costs remaining in budgets of
A2 c:;n’wrs. This fragments ADP programs and budgeting and recul
.mination of the budget of each ADP user and then aggregating these in
er to obtain total ADP costs by center and by IP&E category. Ezco
am would have to review the part of ADP included in the programs
g ets of those organizations which it reviews. It would also be

ry to add an ADP elemcut to each sub-category in the PP3
tureq The IP&E Team would taen have to attempt to put these
together, analyze and justify them. This procedure would be
omplicated and probably more confusing than enlightening.
It annears both non-workable and non-beneficial from the viewpoints
of ADP centers, users and O/PP3.

res

Alternative e. carries the same PPB complexities as
-1

Alternative f. is supplemecntal to the existing PPB cycle

and

710

thne worl of the IP&E Team and does not alter existing PFB procedures.
XNew ADP jobs would be reviewed as they occured. Review of existing
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inos could be scheduled throughout the year. IP&ID pesionncl would
savticipate in the review and the information and understanding gained
would be directly relevant and of great help in performing the PPL
senctic . It would add countinuity and -onsistency to the PPPB process
by invo.ving the IP&E Team during work planning phases rather than
once a year and after the fact, This kind of continuing interchange is
an important feature of the PPB process in its owan right,

he the most effective, beneficial and practical measures. The

zdded work which they would require is all directly focused on giving

mozre attention to better job selection and the objective cannot be
accomplished without more attention to the jobs themselves. Alternative b.

alone will accomplish very little. Alternative c. by itself involves the
user in a limited degree of pinaaing and budgeting but does little to induce
the carerul evaluation and selection of Jobs, Alfernatives ¢. and I, in
comtbination have all the advantages of b. and f, combined plus user
involvement in planning and budgeting for ADP resources,

T

it is recommended that alternatives b, and f. combined, c. and £.
combined, and c. alone warrant further consideration.

*0. Because of the greater diversity of customers and jobs servaed
Ly OCS, it might be desirable to initiate any new job selection procedur:
witih OCS and its users. CRS and its customers could be a second arca
of apnlication, followed by other centers. If alternative f. is adopterd to
sercen individual jobs, initial attention could be focused on new appli-
cations aad existing jobs could be reviewed subscguently. PR

STATINTL
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